









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Table 4-10. Proposed Activities Potentially Affecting Unique and

Environmentally Sensitive Areas Under Alternative 2

Area Area
Proposed Activity Station Unique Area Affected Impacted Impacted
(ft) (acres)
11 RVS installation Ajo Organ Pipe Cactus National 16,500 0.38
Monument
2 miles vehicle barrier Ajo Organ Pipe Cactus National 105,600 2.42
Monument
2 RVS installation Tucson | Buenos Aires NWR 3,000 0.07
1 RVS installation Tucson | Baboquivari Peak Wilderness 1,500 0.03
Area
1 RVS installation Nogales | Coronado National Forest 1,500 0.03
(Pajarita Mountains)
1 RVS installation Sonoita | Coronado National Forest 1,500 0.03
(Patagonia Mountains)
9 miles border road Sonoita | Coronado National Forest 760,320 17.45
improvements (Patagonia Mountains)
1 RVS installation Naco San Pedro Riparian National 1,500 0.03
Conservation Area
3 RVS installation Naco Coronado National Forest 4,500 0.10
(Huachuca Mountains)
1 RVS installation Naco Coronado National Memorial 1,500 0.03
3 RVS installation Willcox San Bernadino NWR 4,500 0.10
Total Unique and Environmentally Sensitive Areas Impacted by 901,920 20.71
Alternative 2

areas from the activities of food and wood gathering and the potential for wildfires in
wooded areas. Cactus poachers and smugglers of endangered species like to work in
remote areas where they do not fear detection. Although these activities are outside of
the primary USBP mission, the increased presence of USBP agents should serve as a

deterrent to environmental crimes as well.

Increased operations could adversely impact unique and sensitive areas, depending
upon the type and duration of the operation. USBP agents are mandated to make every
practicable attempt to apprehend illegal entrants; consequently, agents must enter
unique and sensitive areas in their pursuit of UDAs and smugglers. Routine operations,
however, can be performed in manners that would result in minimal or no adverse
impacts to unique and sensitive areas. For example, increased vehicular patrols could
remain on existing roads and RVS systems could be installed instead of increasing drag

roads.
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Increased operations could also have beneficial effects to these resources by deterring
UDA and smuggler traffic in these areas. Deterrence is achieved by conveying an
absolute certainty of detection and apprehension. The increased operations and
infrastructure would greatly enhance the likelihood of detecting and apprehending illegal

entrants, and thus providing deterrence.

4.3.4.5 Alternative 4
This alternative would result in the same impacts from proposed construction activities

proposed as in Alternative 1, as presented previously in Table 4-9.

4.4 Cultural Resources

Arizona are very diverse and rich with prehistoric and historic resources. Consequently,
the potential presence of properties eligible for listing on the NRHP is high. A complete list
of known NRHP properties is presented in Appendix E. The USBP would consult with the
USAF and USMC prior to performing construction activities and would coordinate
operations on military properties. The USBP would consult with the appropriate Native
American tribes concerning the potential of impacts to TCPs, Sacred sites, or other
ethnographic resources prior to performing construction activities and operations where
applicable. The USBP provides surveys of all construction sites (temporary and
permanent) prior to commencement of construction activities to ensure that significant
archaeological sites are avoided to the maximum extent practicable. If a site is
unavoidable, other mitigation measures, such as but not limited to data recovery or burial,
are implemented with the concurrence of the Arizona SHPO and/or appropriate THPO, as
well as Tribal Governments and Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), as applicable. By
instituting the process of avoidance as the preferred mitigation procedure, combined with
monitoring during construction activities, impacts to cultural resources that are eligible or
potentially eligible for NRHP have been minimized within the study area. Cumulative

impacts to these and other resources are discussed later in this chapter.

Some concerns have been raised that improved roads could lead to increased
opportunities for looting or damage of archaeological sites. However, enhanced patrol
efforts in these areas allowed by the improved roads and infrastructure would reduce

illegal traffic in the area and subsequently have a reduction in the potential for looting and
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damage of significant cultural resources. In addition, the use of artificial lighting in the
areas of archaeological sites would also reduce the opportunities for looting and damage
of archaeological sites and historic properties. The USBP would provide training to agents
on patrol to educate them on the importance of biological and cultural resources, and ways

to avoid impacts to such resources while conducting their normal operations.

The predominance of proposed infrastructure would involve ground-disturbing activities
during construction. The infrastructure improvements which would involve ground
disturbing activities include construction of fences, including landing mat, bollard, and
decorative fences, vehicle barriers, helipads, new stations and station expansions,
stadium lights, mound construction, sensor placement, RVS sites, repeaters, checkpoints,
and general road maintenance. Clearing of vegetation along the border in certain areas
would also involve a degree of ground disturbance. Illumination from lights and their
associative acreage would not adversely affect archaeological or historical sites.
Operations in the study area generally do not adversely impact archaeological and
historical sites. All the proposed infrastructure have the potential to visually impact the
area and have impacts on the cultural landscape, rock-art, TCPs, and sacred sites. Patrol
and apprehension activities limited to existing roads have the potential to impact cultural
resources in the area. Keeping these activities limited to the road would avoid undisturbed
significant cultural resources thus minimizing any direct adverse effects to cultural
resources within the area. Off-road activities, including turn arounds and pull-overs, on the
other hand have a greater potential to adversely impact known or unknown cultural
resources. USBP agents would typically not be cognizant of recorded or unrecorded
sites and, during off-road pursuit or SAR missions, could inadvertently impact these
resources. Such activities should be limited to the greatest extent possible in order to
avoid negatively impacting unknown cultural resources. Air operations within the study
area would have no adverse effects on archaeological or historic sites. Air operations do
have the potential to impact TCPs, rock-art and sacred sites. Such potential impacts and
appropriate mitigation measures would be identified in consultation with the appropriate
Native American tribes. Ongoing coordination with the USAF would also be conducted in
order to identify areas of avoidance and thus further minimize impacts to cultural
resources from USBP operations. Impacts to cultural resources would be quantified on a
project-by-project basis with subsequent NEPA documentation tiered from this

programmatic document, as appropriate.
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The surveys and analysis performed by INS/USBP archeologists significantly add to the
knowledge base of the history and prehistory of the southwest. Without these activities
and the surveys required by INS/USBP, much of this information would never be obtained
or would be improperly recovered by amateur archeologists. This is especially true on
private lands where there are no requirements for the landowner to conduct routine

surveys.

4.4.1 No Action Alternative

Section 106 along with NEPA compliance was carried out for specific past and current
activities, as applicable. Prior to any ground disturbing activity a full literature and records
check for known “historic properties” and a full survey of the project area was conducted to
record any unknown archaeological sites. All archaeological sites that were determined
either potentially eligible or eligible for the NRHP within the project areas were avoided
resulting in no adverse affects to any known significant cultural resources due to the No
Action Alternative. On the contrary, increased illumination from stadium and portable
lighting, totaling 1,289 acres would have a positive effect on the cultural resources of the
study area. Increased illumination would deter the looting of sites and the destruction of

sites through illegal traffic, both pedestrian and vehicle.

4.4.2 Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, approximately 6,124 acres would be subject to ground disturbance
and could potentially impact cultural resources. Portable lights would have no impact on
any archaeological sites if they are located outside of archaeological sites. Placement of
lights near structures listed on the NRHP, TCPs, sacred sites and other applicable
ethnographic resources would need to be coordinated with the Arizona SHPO, the
appropriate THPO, and/or Native American tribes where applicable to ensure that the

visual qualities of those resources are not impaired.

Prior to construction, an archaeological records check is conducted on all sections of the
project area where ground disturbance is planned. Archaeological records check would
include, but not limited to, site and project records on file with the Arizona SHPO office,
Arizona State Museum, NPS, BGMR, USFWS and any historical maps on file with the
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BLM that could show potential locations for historic structures. Consultation would be
done with the Native American Tribes that claim a cultural affinity to the area in order to
determine the presence of any TCPs, sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources within
the proposed project area. In addition, an intensive archaeological survey would be
conducted on areas that have not been previously surveyed and where ground
disturbance activities are to take place. All archaeological sites found during those
surveys would be recorded and enough information collected to make a determination on
whether they meet the criteria for inclusion on the NRHP. All sites that meet the criteria for
inclusion on the NRHP and those that do not have enough information to make a
successful NRHP eligibility determination would be avoided. If these cannot be avoided,
other mitigation measures for these sites would be necessary. Mitigation measures
would be developed in consultation with the Arizona SHPO, THPO, and Native American
Tribes where applicable. Monitoring in the vicinity of these sites during ground
disturbance activities would provide an additional safeguard in avoidance of any adverse
impacts to these sites. It should be emphasized that all of the road and most of the fence
projects performed by INS/USBP are repair and upgrade projects. Therefore, most of the
ground disturbing activities would be in areas of the sites that have been previously

disturbed and/or surveyed.

An additional 1,289 acres of illumination as a result of Alternative 1 for a total of 3,725
acres when combined with the 2,436 acres under the No Action Alternative.
Consideration of visual impacts to historic properties would be taken into account during
the placement of both stadium and portable lights. lllumination would not be expected to
have adverse effects on any cultural resources within the project corridor provided the
lights are placed at an adequate distance from known historic sites (see Appendix E) and
properly coordinated through the Arizona SHPO along with the appropriate THPO where
applicable. Consultation with Native American Tribes would be conducted in order to
identify any TCP, sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources that could be impacted
under this alternative. Lighting has the potential beneficial effect of deterring looting and

damage to these sites through intentional and unintentional illegal activity.

Density of sites varies greatly throughout Arizona depending upon topography, available
water sources, available sources for tool-making, and suitable habitat for

vegetation/wildlife populations. However, for comparison purposes, if it were assumed
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that the average site density is 0.07 sites per acre (based on previous survey results within
the corridor), the ground disturbing activities that would occur as a result of these actions

would be expected to encounter 133 additional sites.

Increases in the amount of agents and subsequently the number of patrols along with
roads patrolled would increase the potential of adverse impacts to cultural resources within
the area. Increases in incidents of off-road activities through the use of dirt bikes, off-road
vehicles, and horses or on foot for apprehension purposes would increase the potential of
disturbing unknown cultural resources within the area of operations. When cultural
resources are impacted, appropriate mitigation and restoration provisions would be
developed in consultation with the Arizona SHPO, THPO, and/or Native American Tribes
where appropriate. Any impacts for specific projects would be addressed with project

specific NEPA documentation, which would be tiered from this programmatic document.

4.4.3 Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, increases in operations and infrastructure would be focused on
technology-based solutions in addition to the existing infrastructure and operations that
are already in place. These include sensors, repeaters, RVS sites, stadium and portable

lighting, new station and station expansion, and earthen mounds.

Under Alternative 2, an additional five acres would be subject to ground disturbing
activities. Portable lights would have no potential impact on any archaeological sites if
they were kept within the bounds of existing road right-of-ways and outside the boundaries
of archaeological sites. Placement of lights near structures listed on the NRHP need to be
coordinated with the Arizona SHPO, along with the appropriate THPO, to ensure that the
visual qualities of the historic structures are not impaired. Consultation would be
conducted with the appropriate Native American Tribes in order to identify any TCPs,

sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources that may be impacted.

Remaining infrastructure activities that could potentially impact both archaeological and
historic sites would go through the Section 106 compliance process. Prior to construction,
an archaeological records check would be conducted on all sections where ground

disturbance is planned. Archaeological records check would include, but not limited to,
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site and project records on file with the Arizona SHPO, ASM, USFWS, BGMR, NPS, and
any historical maps on file with the BLM that could show potential locations for historic
structures. Consultation with the appropriate Native American tribes would be conducted
to identify any TCPs, sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources that may be impacted
by this alternative. In addition, an intensive archaeological survey would be conducted on
areas that have not been previously surveyed and where ground disturbance activities are
to take place. All archaeological sites found during those surveys would be recorded and
enough information collected to make a determination on whether they meet the criteria for
inclusion on the NRHP. All sites that meet the criteria for inclusion on the NRHP and
those that do not have enough information to make a successful NRHP-eligibility
determination would be avoided. If these cannot be avoided, other mitigation measures
for these sites are necessary. Appropriate mitigation measures for these sites would be
developed in consultation with the Arizona SHPO, appropriate THPO, and/or the
appropriate Native American Tribes. Monitoring in the vicinity of these sites during ground
disturbance activities would provide an additional safeguard of avoidance of adverse

impacts to these sites.

lllumination from stadium and portable lights would be similar to that described for
Alternative 1. Increases in the amount of agents and subsequently the number of
patrols along with roads patrolled would increase the potential of adverse impacts to
cultural resources within the area. Increases in incidents of off-road activities through
the use of dirt bikes, off-road vehicles, and horses or on foot for apprehension purposes
would increase the potential of disturbing unknown cultural resources within the area of
operations. A larger amount of pedestrian and vehicle traffic is expected under this
alternative in comparison to alternate one. The reduction in barriers would allow more
illegal traffic to pass freely over the border, particularly vehicular traffic. This would
result in an increase of potential impacts of archaeological and historic sites in that area,
through either illegal pedestrian or vehicular traffic, or from off-road operations needed in

apprehension.

For comparison purposes, if it were assumed that the average site density is 0.07 sites per
acre (based on previous survey results within the corridor), the ground disturbing activities

that would occur as a result of Alternative 2 would be expected to encounter one additional
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site. Impacts for specific projects would be addressed with project specific NEPA

documentation, which would be tiered from this programmatic document.

4.4.4 Alternative 3

Under this alternative the operations and activities would be increased and no new
infrastructure would be constructed. All existing construction projects would be completed
and, as a result, ground-disturbing activities would be limited to those outlined under the
No Action alternative. Operations and activities would increase. Increases in the amount
of agents and subsequently the number of patrols along with roads patrolled would
increase the potential of adverse impacts to cultural resources within the area. Increases
in incidents of off-road activities through the use of dirt bikes, off-road vehicles, and horses
or on foot for apprehension purposes would increase the potential of disturbing unknown
cultural resources within the area of operations. A larger amount of pedestrian and vehicle
traffic is expected under this alternative in comparison to Alternative 1. The reduction in
barriers would allow more illegal traffic to pass freely over the border, particularly vehicular
traffic. This would result in an increase of potential impacts of archaeological and historic
sites in that area, through either illegal pedestrian or vehicular traffic, or from off-road
operations required to apprehend the illegal entrants. Impacts for specific projects would
be addressed with project specific NEPA documentation, which would be tiered from this

programmatic document.

445 Alternative 4

Implementation of this alternative would result in the same direct impacts from
infrastructure projects to cultural resources as indicated in Alternative 1. Increases in
USBP agents, number of patrols and other operations would not occur under this
alternative, thereby reducing direct impacts caused by these activities. However, indirect
effects caused by increased illegal foot and vehicular traffic would occur in areas not
protected by infrastructure projects. Impacts for specific projects would be addressed with
project specific NEPA documentation, which would be tiered from this programmatic

document.
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4.5 Water Resources

Water resources within the area encompassed by the PEIS are limited and concerns
regarding adequate supplies and quality are increasing. Impacts to water resources would
be dependent upon the location of specific projects in relation to water bodies. No
significant impacts to regional water resources would be expected. However, subsequent
tiered NEPA documents would need to address potential direct and indirect impacts to
water resources on a project-by-project basis. Indirect impacts such as dust, stormwater
run-off, erosion, accidental spills, and other such activities have the potential to impact
water resources and wetlands in the project area. Site-specific surveys of potential impact
areas should be conducted in order to determine jurisdictional wetlands, waters of the US,
and other water resources that may potentially be impacted by infrastructure projects. In
areas where wetlands are identified or suspected, qualified individuals should perform a

wetland delineation in order to avoid or compensate for impacts to wetlands.

45.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not have a direct impact on water resources in the
project area. The USBP would continue to patrol roads until they become impassable.
Without the road improvements, erosion and sedimentation would continue and,
perhaps, increase. The magnitude of indirect impacts would depend upon the rate of
increase in current erosion and the location of patrol routes relative to rivers and other

drainages.

45.2 Alternative 1

The deployment of personnel for construction, maintenance, or patrol operations within the
study area would result in increased use of the limited water resources in some regions.
Most of the proposed construction and maintenance actions are anticipated to be relatively
short in duration and therefore are not expected to contribute to long-term impacts. The
significance and extent of impacts to water resources would be evaluated on a project and
site-specific basis. In some cases, coordination with state and local agencies as well as
conformance with Federal regulations regarding surface water impacts would be required.

Notification and permitting procedures for specific proposed actions and projects would be
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evaluated for each site-specific construction project proposed prior to commencement of
activities (e.g. prior to installation of water wells at checkpoint and other facilities).
Personnel would be apprised of applicable water-conserving practices and equipment
would be maintained and configured for best efficiency in water resources-limited areas.
Best management practices for preventing contamination from stormwater runoff would be
specified in mitigation plans and implemented. These plans would also address hazardous

substances or contaminated material spills.

Since Alternative 1 has more construction projects and expansion of operational activities
associated with it than the other four alternatives, it follows that this alternative would have
the greatest potential to directly affect water resources. Impacts to waterbodies from
stormwater run-off or accidental spills during construction operations would be one of the
more significant effects. The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the size, type
and duration of the construction project, timing, weather conditions, and vegetative cover
and soil type. Employment of a SWPPP and other erosion control measures, as described
above and in Chapter 6, would significantly reduce the potential of adverse impacts to

water resources.

Construction of USBP stations and other such permanent facilities would demand
additional water and sewage treatment capacities. Subsequent tiered NEPA documents
would need to address these needs to ensure that existing treatment facilities would be
capable of handling the additional flows without causing a permit violation. Some facilities
may require individual treatment systems (e.g., septic tanks, oxidation ponds, etc.); these

treatment systems would require permits from the appropriate local and state agencies.

Proposed activities near surface waters in the project area would have minimal impacts.
Major surface waters potentially impacted by proposed infrastructure include but are not
limited to:

1. RVS sites near the Santa Cruz River;

2. RVS sites, fence, and stadium style and portable generator lights near the San
Pedro River; and

3. Proposed portable generator lights, stadium style lights, and fence near the
Colorado River.

Potential impacts include siltation from stormwater runoff, erosion, and accidental spills or

leaks. However, due to the small area affected by each RVS or portable light generator
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site, potential impacts to nearby water resources, if they occurred, would be negligible.
Implementation of best management practices (BMP), Spill Containment and

Countermeasures Plans (SPCCP), and SWPPPs, would also reduce these risks.

Increased operations could have direct and indirect effects on water resources. Off-road
SAR and/or apprehension activities could temporarily affect surface water resources if
vehicles have to traverse streams. These effects are difficult, if not impossible, to
guantify. The magnitude of the effects would depend upon the number of times the
stream/waterbody is crossed, type of vehicle, season, and the size and extant condition

of the stream/waterbody.

Portable light generators would not be placed within of an intermittent or
permanent stream or waterbody. Thus, the potential for impacts from accidental spills
during their operation would be eliminated. Other equipment, including vehicles, would
be stored/parked away from arroyos, streams, drainage channels, and other

waterbodies, to the extent practicable.
45.3 Alternative 2

Implementation of this alternative would significantly reduce the potential for water
resources to be adversely impacted. Major construction projects such as roads and
fences would be eliminated under this alternative and only the use of technology based
operations and infrastructure would increase. Estimates of the impacts to water resources
that would be impacted are unknown without site-specific surveys in areas where
construction is proposed. Impacts based on worst-case scenarios are unreliable because
impacted areas may not contain nearby water resources. Impacts to water resources
would be addressed in subsequent tiered NEPA documents based on site-specific surveys

of impact areas by qualified biologists.

Proposed activities near surface waters in the project area would have minimal impacts.
Major surface waters potentially impacted by proposed infrastructure include but are not
limited to:

1. RVS sites near the Santa Cruz River.
2. RVS sites and stadium style and portable generator lights near the San Pedro
River; and
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3. Proposed portable generator lights and stadium style lights near the Colorado
River.

Potential impacts include siltation from stormwater runoff, erosion, and spills or leaks.
However, due to the small area affected by each RVS sites, potential impacts to nearby
water resources, if they occurred, would be negligible. Implementation of BMPs and
SWPPP would also reduce these risks. Operational impacts would be similar to that

discussed under Alternative 1.

45.4 Alternative 3

Impacts to water bodies from this alternative would be limited to non-point source
sedimentation from eroding road surfaces and other indirect effects. The magnitude of
these effects would depend upon the number of vehicle miles, timing, weather conditions,
adjacent vegetative cover and soil type. Employment of good maintenance practices for
un-surfaced roads and trails, as well as other erosion control measures, would significantly
reduce the potential of adverse impacts to water resources. Some such measures are

described further, in Chapter 6.

455 Alternative 4

Implementation of this alternative would have the same direct effects from construction
activities as Alternative 1. Potential impacts caused by operational activities would be
similar to the No Action Alternative, since these actions would remain at the current

levels.

4.6  Air Quality

Pollutant emissions estimates for existing stationary industrial sources operating within
the 50 miles of the U.S.-Mexico border study area are substantial. These estimates
represent only a portion of the total pollutant emissions. Air pollutant emissions from
mobile sources (e.g. automobiles, aircraft, construction equipment) and other widely
dispersed activities (e.g. open burning, wind blown dust) are also substantial in these
areas. Many sources are not controlled, particularly in Mexico, but nevertheless have

impacts on the study area. Major proposed actions by the INS in these areas must be
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evaluated on a site-specific basis prior to commencement. These evaluations could
include air quality dispersion modeling to assess the impact on air quality from additional
mobile and stationary sources. Coordination with Federal and state regulatory agencies
would be imperative to ensure proper notification, permitting and documentation of

potential impacts to air quality.

Equipment used for transporting materials and personnel, construction, and surveillance
support operations utilize hydrocarbon fuels and internal combustion engines that emit
air pollutants. Proposed mobile sources presented in the alternatives include cars,
trucks, helicopters and small aircraft. As discussed in Section 3.6, the main pollutant of
concern for mobile source operations is CO. Conveyance along unpaved roads and
soils disturbed during construction also results in the release of airborne particulate
matter. Equipment and vehicles to be used for all proposed actions would be configured

and maintained to conform with state and local air quality requirements.

Operational emissions would result from mobile sources and on-site stationary sources.
The need for air quality analysis is generally correlated with the environmental class of
the project. USEPA and state agency guidelines provide screening criteria for
determining whether a detailed analysis and permitting is required. Mobile source criteria
are based upon traffic conditions, level of service (LOS), traffic volume increase, and
potential improvements resulting from the State mandated programs and implementation
plans, etc. Procedures for determining maximum 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations
are included in the U.S. EPA-developed Guideline for Modeling Carbon Monoxide from
Roadway Intersections, (EPA-454/R-92-005), Guidelines for Air Quality Maintenance
Planning and Analysis, Volume 9 (Revised); and guidelines and procedures developed

by Federal and state agencies.

4.6.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources associated with
INS construction activities and future increases in operational support services within the
study area. As mentioned above, however, unimproved roads could increase fugitive dust
levels that could exacerbate conditions within PM;, non-attainment areas. The short

duration of construction/maintenance activities and dust suppression measures utilized
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during past construction (e.g. water trucks), the type of equipment used, and the good
dispersal patterns of the region, indicate that air emissions have not been created that
cumulative effect the air quality in the project area. Additionally, the continued use of older
vehicles in the INS fleet are assumed to contribute to greater emissions of air pollutants
since pollution control technology and requirements have greatly increased in the previous
few years. No long-term impacts to air quality are anticipated from the completed projects
within the area. The No Action Alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources
associated with future construction and maintenance projects. No further impacts,

beneficial or adverse, are expected to occur under the No Action Alternative.

4.6.2 Alternative 1

Roads, fences, vehicle barriers, and low water crossings are currently approved or funded,
and stadium lights, RVS sites, and portable light generators are currently approved for
installation. Many of the proposed construction or maintenance projects are anticipated to
be relatively short in duration and, therefore, are not expected to contribute long-term air
guality impacts. In areas that are chronically or acutely in violation of NAAQS, any
additional contribution to air quality degradation could be considered significant and might
require a conformity analysis and possibly adequate mitigation. Other proposed actions
which involve increases in the number of surveillance vehicles, extended patrols, or other
additional uses of hydrocarbon fuels and disturbance of particulate matter would have

long-term impacts and would require evaluation on a site-specific basis.

Such increases or impacts on ambient air quality during construction and maintenance
activities are expected to be short-term and can be reduced further through the use of
standard dust control techniques, including roadway watering and chemical dust
suppressants. Although some fugitive dust would be associated with road use, it would
not be significantly greater than amounts currently produced. Air quality impacts from
construction and maintenance activities (roads, fences, vehicle barriers, stadium lights,
RVS sites, portable generator lights) include emissions due to fuel combustion from heavy
equipment, and fugitive dust due to travel through the construction area. Based upon the
current air quality status of the project area, the pollutants of special concern are airborne

particulate matter. Many of the current projects under considerations involve improving
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roads, which would decrease the amount of airborne particulate generated by this

alternative.

There would be little or no emissions associated with operation of the stadium lights or
RVS sites. Some RVS sites could be powered by natural gas generators, which would

produce negligible emissions.

(b) (7)(E) Are used to power the portable lighting systems, which are in operation

approximately 12 hours per day. (b) (7)(E)
(b) (7)(E) SR (0) (7)(E)

contains inherently low amounts of (YK} it is anticipated that installation of
portable generators would not contribute to problems in the area. Generator
emissions would be expected to be far below the de minimus thresholds and, thus, no air

conformity analysis would be anticipated.

Permits might be required for actions that would create any air emissions that would
jeopardize the Federal attainment status of the Air Quality Region or cause an
exceedance in the allowable PSD increment for the region. All future projects would be
required to determine if air quality violations could occur and if permits would be required
prior to construction. Impacts from other alternatives proposed as part of this analysis
would be less than the combined air quality impacts of proposed expansion of

operations/activities and construction of additional infrastructure.
4.6.3 Alternative 2

This alternative promotes the use of technology-based operations and infrastructure over
traditional barrier type operations. Since the use of fences and other physical barriers in
the vicinity of the border would not have an affect on air quality, impacts from this
alternative would be similar in scope as those from Alternative 1 including increased

mobile source emissions and emissions from portable generators.
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46.4 Alternative 3

The air pollutants of special concern for most of the project area are airborne particulate
matter. The ambient airborne particulate level under desert conditions is high during
certain seasons. Vehicle travel on un-surfaced roads is the primary non-agricultural

contributor of airborne particulates from human activities.

This alternative proposes actions that involve increases in the number of surveillance
vehicles, extended patrols, additional uses of hydrocarbon fuels and disturbance of
particulate matter. These actions would have long-term but minor impacts and would

require evaluation on a site-specific basis.

Impacts from fugitive dust emission can be reduced through the use of standard dust
control techniques, including roadway watering and chemical dust suppressants.
Chemical dust suppressants can produce an impervious surface leading to increased
stormwater runoff and therefore, should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Although
some fugitive dust would be associated with road use, it would not be significantly greater

than amounts currently produced.

4.6.5 Alternative 4

This alternative would result in the same impacts from construction activities discussed
in Alternative 1. However, impacts from operational activities would be similar to those

described for the No Action Alternative.

4.7 Socioeconomics

INS/USBP activities generally result in beneficial impacts to local, regional, and national
economies. The diversity of past projects performed by INS and/or the USBP implies that
socioeconomic impacts would vary considerably. Some projects have very small
construction and operational impacts while others are more substantial (i.e., construction
costs, impacts, and project magnitude). The actual construction activity impacts are
usually very localized due to the temporary nature of the construction activities and the

fact that the predominance of labor for these projects in the past has been provided by the
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National Guard or Active and Reserve military units coordinated through the JTF-6.
Consequently, the purchase of construction materials and supplies (increase in local sales

and income) is typically the primary, direct economic effect in the project vicinity.

Although construction impacts are temporary in nature, the effects associated with
implementation of INS and/or the USBP projects are expected to continue for the
economic life of the project. All actions provide socioeconomic benefits from increased
detection, deterrence, and interdiction of illegal drug smuggling activities with concomitant
benefits of reduced enforcement costs, losses to personal properties, violent crimes, and
entitlement programs. These actions can also have direct positive benefits from increased

economic activity.

Effects to the aesthetics and/or quality of life could be incurred in certain regions that
experience significant new construction actions or increases in patrolling activities. These
effects can be either positive or negative, depending upon an individual’s judgement. The
magnitude of adverse effects, however, would be expected to increase in remote areas
rather than in urban or developed areas. Increases in patrolling activities as well as
construction activities near wilderness areas, parks, National monuments, and other such
sensitive areas would cause the greatest adverse effects, although the impacts are difficult

to quantify.
4.7.1 No Action Alternative

Most of the labor for completed infrastructure projects came from the either the National
Guard or JTF-6 Active/Reserve military units resulting in only temporary increases in the
population of the project area. Materials and other project expenditures for the
construction activities were predominantly obtained through merchants in the local

community further temporarily boosting the local economy.

A total of about 2,060 acres have been illuminated under the No Action Alternative through
the use of stadium and portable lighting. The added illumination has deterred drug
smuggling, illegal immigration and other illegal activity and is expected to have resulted in
the reduction of the associated social costs of such activities. Approximatelyportable

generator lights would be operated under the No Action Alternative. These portable light
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units run 12 hours a day consuming approximately ((YNEIR)of fuel in those 12 hours.
As a result, the operation of the portable generator lighting uses approximately (6) (N)(E)
gallons of ({)NEAI(= I 0" operation. Fuel purchased locally would continue to provide

economic benefits during their operation.
4.7.2 Alternative 1

As mentioned previously, the National Guard or JTF-6 Active/Reserve military units have
completed most of the INS/USBP infrastructure projects to date. With the exception of
USBP Stations and some RVS towers, INS and USBP would be expected to continue to
request these units since the labor is provided to INS and USBP at no cost to the agency.
The relocation of the units would result in only temporary increases in the population of the
project area. Materials and other project expenditures would likely be obtained through
merchants in the local community, further temporarily boosting the local economy.
Increasing the number of border patrol agents would have a positive effect on the local

retail and service industries.

The additional illumination proposed for stadium and portable lights is expected to assist in
the deterrence of drug smuggling, illegal immigration and other illegal activity and
subsequently result in the reduction of the associated social costs of such activities. An
increase in operations in vehicle, pedestrian, and air operations would also require
additional fuel and other resources for their continued operation. Increase in manpower at
certain stations over the next few years would include a subsequent increase in supplies
and other materials used in their daily operations. Most likely, these materials would be
purchased from the surrounding communities and would increase revenues for the local

economy.

In addition to existing stadium and portable lighting, (b) (7)(E)

portable lighting units are scheduled for operation. Though these units would probably not
be purchased locally, the fuel for their operation would be supplied by local distributors.

Portable lighting generators would operate for 12 hours a day and use an average of
(b) (7)(E) per generator during each 12-hour shift. This would require a total of

(b) (7)(E) used daily in the operation of the proposed portable lighting

. . . . - I . (b) (7)(E)
units. Adding this to the fuel consumption of the existing portable lighting units totals-
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gallons of fuel used daily in their operation. Fuel would be purchased locally and would

provide ongoing economic benefits during operation.
4.7.3 Alternative 2

Similar socioeconomic effects, direct and indirect, would result upon implementation of this
alternative as was discussed for Alternative 1. Materials and other project expenditures
would predominantly be obtained through merchants in the local community further
temporarily boosting the local economy. Significantly less construction would occur under
this alternative compared to Alternative 1. Thus, short-term economic benefits from

construction activities and purchase of materials would be less.

The amount of stadium and portable lighting units under this alternative would remain the
same as Alternative 1. The added illumination provided under this alternative would
increase the potential to deter drug smuggling, illegal immigration and other illegal activity
and subsequently result in the reduction of the associated social costs of such activities.
© (7)(5)3 of WNOUH be purchased locally for the

operation of the additional portable light generators. Ongoing, long term economic benefits

As mentioned above, about

would result from the operation of these generators.

Without the addition of fencing and other infrastructure along the border, illegal pedestrian
and vehicle traffic across the border could increase. The associated social costs of

increases in crime and drug related activity would be expected to increase.

4.7.4 Alternative 3

This alternative is expected to assist in the deterrence of drug smuggling, illegal
immigration, other illegal activities and subsequently result in the reduction of the
associated social costs of such activities. An increase in operations in vehicle, pedestrian,
and air operations would also require additional fuel and other resources for their
continued operation. Increase in manpower at certain stations over the next few years, as
proposed by this alternative, would include a consequent increase in supplies and other
materials used in their daily operations. These materials would likely be purchased from

the surrounding communities and would increase revenues for the local economy. Nearby
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communities are expected to experience reductions in operating expenses and increased

revenue as a result of the actions proposed by this alternative.

4.7.5 Alternative 4

Implementation of this alternative would have similar results as Alternative 1, with the
exception of increasing the number of USBP agents and operations. There would be no
long-term local purchases for materials and supplies (e.g., diesel fuel) would provide

economic benefits as described in Alternative 1.

4.7.6 Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” required each Federal
agency to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionate adverse effects of its

proposed actions on minority populations and low-income communities.

As indicated earlier in Section 3.10 of this PEIS, the racial mix of the study area is
predominantly Caucasian. Santa Cruz and Yuma Counties, Arizona have a significant
portion of their total populations claiming Hispanic origins. These counties are particularly
sensitive for environmental justice issues concerning minority populations. Particular
attention would have to be made regarding the placement of infrastructure and other
construction in proximity to minority populations. The INS and/or the USBP projects that
have been completed and the current and future projects are sporadically located, based
on strategic effectiveness, throughout the respective counties. Furthermore, none of the
projects proposed or completed to date would/has displaced minority residences or
commercial structures in any community along the project corridor.  Therefore,
disproportionate effects to minority populations would not be expected. Communities such
as Ajo, Gila Bend, San Luis and Yuma due to their higher population and commercial
densities would be particularly sensitive to environmental justice issues. Project specific
impacts in regard to environmental justice would be addressed in site specific NEPA

documentation tiered from this programmatic document.
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Since Alternative 1 consists of the greatest acreage of construction activities it would have
the most potential to encounter environmental justice issues. The construction in
Alternative 2 is greatly reduced and would therefore be less likely to encounter
environmental justice issues. Under the No Action Alternative, all environmental justice
issues have been addressed in previous compliance documentation and there would be
no impacts in regard to environmental justice. Alternatives 3 and 4 would not result in
environmental justice issues since no new infrastructure construction projects would be

initiated.

The study area has between 16.2% and 30.3% of its total population living at or below
poverty levels. The 1997 per capita personal income was estimated to be between 57%
to 83% of the national average. It is likely, therefore, that some infrastructure has been
completed or is proposed for construction within or near low-income neighborhoods. The
location of these structures, however, is selected based on the frequency and intensity of
illegal drug traffic and numbers of UDAs and the need to protect these specific areas from
illegal entry. As mentioned earlier, no homes or commercial structures have been
displaced by INS infrastructure projects. Most projects occur along existing road ROWs
that are on public lands. Consequently, no disproportionate adverse effects to low-income

populations would be expected from the implementation of any of the alternatives.

On the other hand, implementation of any of the alternatives would enhance the probability
of success for the INS and/or USBP although the levels of enhanced success would vary
among alternative. This increased success in controlling illegal drug activity and the
increasing flow of UDAs into the Tucson and Yuma sectors would benefit all populations,
regardless of income, nationality or ethnicity. In addition, construction activities would have
short term, but positive impacts on local economies from sales of construction materials,
other project expenditures, and temporary employment. Long-term positive impacts would
occur on local, regional and national levels by the reduction of illegal immigrants and drug
trafficking and the associated social costs. Alternative 1 would provide the most
opportunity to deter illegal traffic across the border followed by Alternative 2, Alternative 3

and Alternative 4.

Part of the increase in operations comes from an increase in the amount of Border Patrol
agents. An increase of 256 agents, excluding [(QK®IB] Station, is expected across the
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: b) (7)(E
Tucson and Yuma sectors. The largest increase (150 agents) would occur at th ) (NE)

station. Increases in the number of agents would put added demands on the housing
market. With the housing concerns in Arizona, outlined in Section 3.7, this action could
result in higher housing prices in those areas receiving significant numbers of additional
BP agents. This could cause environmental justice concerns for both low income and
minority populations where the increased demand in housing would further increase the

cost of affordable housing.

4.7.7 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children

Implementation of any of the Alternatives would not result in disproportionately high or
adverse environmental health or safety impacts to children. The construction would take
place away from residential areas and would result in a decrease of illegal traffic
throughout the area creating a safer environment for the children. Furthermore, these
alternatives would result in a reduction of illegal immigration, drug trafficking, and other

crimes within the area further making a safer living environment for the children.

4.8 Public Services and Utilities

4.8.1 No Action Alternative

Implementation of the No Action alternative would not affect current public services and
utilities within the Tucson and Yuma sectors because no new construction would occur. At
present, public agencies and private industry regularly perform maintenance of existing
utilities within the region and are continuing to provide needed public services, such as law
enforcement, medical treatment, education, etc. Therefore, these services have not

changed.

However, it should be noted that future impacts may occur regardless of the No Action
Alternative since existing infrastructure of services and utilities would eventually be unable
to meet the capacity requirements of the growing population within these respective

counties.
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4.8.2 Alternative 1

Implementation of Alternative 1 is expected to cause minimal disruption to current public
services within the Tucson and Yuma sectors, with the exception of some possible delays
in the vicinity of construction. A proper Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plan (MPTP)
would minimize these potential delays and maintain current flow of traffic through the
corridor. Impacts to individual utilities would need to be evaluated on a site-specific basis
following a utility survey of the respective areas to be affected. Some anticipated impacts
include additional electrical usage, additional disposal of solid wastes, and possible

additional need for fire and emergency services.

4.8.3 Alternative 2

Implementation of Alternative 2 is not expected to cause any significant disruptions to
current public services within the Tucson and Yuma sectors. A proper MPTP during the
placement of proposed additional lighting and new stations would minimize any potential
delays. As in the case of Alternative 1, the impacts to individual utilities would need to be
evaluated on a site-specific basis following a utility survey of the respective areas to be
affected. It is, however, anticipated that these impacts would be considerably less than
Alternative 1, as roadway construction would be minimal and technological based projects

utilize less manpower than other methods.

4.8.4 Alternative 3

This alternative would have no significant direct impacts on public utilities, since no new
construction would occur. Operational activities would be expanded, but these are not
expected to cause significant additional demands on or impacts to public utilities.

4.8.5 Alternative 4

Implementation of this alternative would have similar impacts as stated in Alternative 1.
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4.9 Hazardous Materials

4.9.1 No Action Alternative

Completion of all ongoing infrastructure projects is expected to result in a minimal
increase in hazardous materials generated by INS operations. These materials include
used oil generated from vehicles and other wastes. This increase in materials is
expected to have a minimal impact since proposed waste disposal practices are followed
at INS facilities. This alternative would also insure that no known waste sites are

impacted from construction activities.

49.2 Alternative 1

Expansion of current operations and infrastructure projects would not affect any known
inactive or abandoned hazardous waste sites. INS would perform site-specific
Environmental Site Assessments, as appropriate, within the study area prior to
implementation of specific construction projects on fee-owned land, and/or prior to
acquisition of additional lands required to implement any of those projects. Expansion of
current operations is expected to result in a minimal increase in the amounts of
hazardous materials required to maintain INS operations, and the waste materials
generated by the operations. These materials include vehicle fuels, used oils (usually
recycled), waste chemicals and other maintenance chemicals. Additionally, waste
materials generated during construction activities would be disposed of in strict

compliance with USEPA and state procedures.

49.3 Alternative 2

As discussed for Alternative 1, projects included under this alternative would not affect
any known inactive or abandoned hazardous waste sites. Since this alternative would
result in less construction in the vicinity of the U.S.-Mexico border, the probability of
encountering hazardous waste sites would be less than Alternative 1. This alternative
would result in an increase in used oils generated by INS operations, primarily in the use

of portable light generators.
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494 Alternative 3

The actions proposed by this alternative are expected to result in a minimal increase in
waste materials generated by INS options. These materials include used oil generated
from vehicles, generators, and other equipment maintenance activities. This increase in
materials is expected to have a minimal impact since wastes would be disposed of in
strict accordance with state and USEPA procedures and regulations. This alternative
would generate less waste than any of the other alternatives, with the exception of the

No Action Alternative.

49,5 Alternative 4

Implementation of this alternative would not affect any known inactive or abandoned
hazardous waste sites. INS would perform site-specific Environmental Site
Assessments within the study area prior to land purchase or implementation of specific
projects on fee owned land. Wastes generated by operational activities, including
vehicle/equipment maintenance, would remain at current levels. All waste materials
generated during construction and operational activities would be disposed of following

USEPA and state procedures.

4.10 Noise

4.10.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not result in any additional noise increases from

construction and operational activities.
4.10.2 Alternative 1
This alternative would result in construction and operation of new buildings, facilities, roads

and ramps, fences and barriers, helipads, lighting, surveillance systems, etc. along the

Arizona border.
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4.10.2.1Construction Noise

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels at locations immediately
adjacent to construction sites. Noise levels created by construction equipment would vary
greatly depending on factors such as the type of equipment, the specific model, the
operation being performed, and the condition of the equipment. The equivalent sound level
(Leq) of the construction activity also depends on the fraction of time that the equipment is

operated over the time period of the construction.

Construction equipment can be divided into two major groups, stationary and mobile.
Stationary equipment operates in one location for one or more days at a time, with either a
fixed power operation (pumps, generators, compressors) or a variable power operation
(pile drivers, pavement breakers). Mobile equipment moves around the construction site

with power applied in cyclic fashion (bulldozers, loaders) or to and from the site (trucks).

Depending on the scale and the type of project and stage of environmental review, a
construction noise assessment may be required on a project-by-project basis. Where the
project is major, (i.e., the construction duration is expected to last for more than several
months), noisy equipment would be involved, or the construction is expected to take place
near a noise-sensitive site (especially for residential and institutional uses), then detailed
construction noise analyses might be required. Otherwise, the assessment would be a
general description of the equipment to be used, the duration of construction, and any
mitigation requirements placed on particularly noisy operations. Most construction activities
as the result of this alternative would produce only short-term noise level increases. Since
construction would only occur during daylight hours and blasting would not be expected,
these short-term increases are not expected to substantially affect adjacent noise sensitive

receptors and wildlife areas.

If it is determined to be necessary, a detailed construction noise assessment would predict
construction noise level using Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) methodologies or
other prediction models. Noise impact would be assessed based on project specific
criteria, existing ambient noise level, duration of the construction activities, adjacent land

uses, and proximity to sensitive receptors.
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